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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Examiner notes that no Claims have been added, amended or cancelled. 
Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1-25 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over extensive consideration of US Patent 5,937,162 to Funk. 

3. Regarding Claims 1 , 1 3 & 21 , Funk discloses an email system and 
method for processing a plurality of e-mail messages that are being sent to 
recipients at various destination domains, (Abstract; Fig, 9; & Claims 1-46), the 
method comprising: 

- establishing a plurality of queues in the system, zero or more of these 
being specific queues for handling mail to a specific set of domains, 
and one being a general queue for transferring e-mail to domains not 
handled by specific queues, (Col. 2, lines 1-22; Col. 1 1 , lines 36-67; 
Cols. 12-13; & Col. 14, lines 1-45), (Examiner notes that Funk does not 
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specifically enumerate a "general" queue for handling domains not 
handled by "specific" queues; however the same would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
Applicant as Funk clearly teaches queuing by destination address to 
(special) designated hosts wherein any mail not sent to a specific 
designated host would obviously be placed in a "general" queue for 
continued processing. The motivation to "pre-sort" messages into 
"general" and "specific" queues is to speed up message delivery time, 
(Col. 11, lines 49-52), and reduce "clumping", (Col. 12, lines 30-34)); 

- receiving at the system a request to process for transfer a plurality of 
outbound e-mail message, each e-mail message specifying delivery to 
at least one recipient at a particular domain, (Col. 2, lines 1-22; Col. 
11, lines 36-67; Cols. 12-13; & Col. 14, lines 1-45); and 

- for each given e-mail message, processing the given e-mail message 
by: 

o determining (pre-sort) what domain the given e-mail message is 
destined for, if the determined domain for the given e-mail 
message is a specific domain handled by a corresponding 
specific queue, assigning the given e-mail message to the 
corresponding specific queue for transferring the given e-mail to 
said specific domain, otherwise assigning the given e-mail 
message to said general queue, (Col. 2, lines 1-22; Col. 11, 
lines 36-67; Cols. 12-13; & Col. 14, lines 1-45); and 
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o without waiting for confirmation that the given e-mail message 
has been successfully processed for transfer to another system, 
proceeding to process the next one of the e-mail messages, 
(Col. 11, lines 36-67; Cols. 12-14; & Col. 15. lines 1-3). 
(Examiner notes that the pre-sorting, queueup, hash and control 
processors clearly and obviously do not require confirmation of 
successful processing into particular queues). 

Thus, Claims 1 , 1 3 & 21 are found to be unpatentable over considerable 

consideration of the teachings of Funk. 

4. Regarding Claims 2, 3, 4, 19 & 20, Funk discloses an (email) system, 
wherein said system comprises one general queue and optional specific queues, 
(per pending Claim 2), wherein said at least one specific queue only handles e- 
mail messages that are destined for the specific queue's corresponding domain, 
(per pending Claim 3), wherein said general queue handles, (processes to 
alternate domains - per pending Claim 20), all e-mail messages that are not 
processed by said at least one specific queue, (per pending Claims 4 & 19), (Col. 
2, lines 1-22; Col. 11, lines 36-67; Cols. 12-13; & CoL 14. lines 1-45). Thus, 
Claims 2, 3, 4, 19 & 20 are found to be unpatentable over considerable 
consideration of the teachings of Funk. 

5. Regarding Claims 5. 14, 16 & 22, Funk discloses an (email) system 
wherein each queue is associated with at least one message transfer agent 
(MTA) processing thread that establishes a connection and transfers a message, 
(per pending Claims 14 & 22), with a recipient MTA, (Figs. 9-10; Col. 2, lines 1- 
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22; Col. 11, lines 36-67; Cols. 12-13; & Col. 14, lines 1-45). Thus, Claims 5, 14, 
16 & 22 are found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the 
teachings of Funk. 

6. Regarding Claims 6, 23 & 24, Funk discloses an (email) system wherein 
at least one, (general) queue is obviously associated with a set comprising a 
plurality of MTA processing threads, (per pending Claim 6), wherein the set of 
MTA processing threads for said first queue is dedicated to transferring e-mail 
messages only to said frequently encountered, (specific) domain, (per pending 
Claim 23), and wherein the set of MTA processing threads for said second queue 
may transfer e-mail messages to different, (general) domains, (per pending 
Claim 24), (Col. 2, lines 1-22; Col. 11, lines 36-67; Cols. 12-13; & Col. 14, lines 1- 
45), (Examiner notes that any messages not destined for a specific domain will 
obviously not be put in that specific domain's queue. As such, said messages 
would still require processing for delivery and thus be required to be in a queue, 
which queue could obviously be a general queue for processing and delivery of 
non-specifically designated messages). Thus, Claims 6, 23 & 24 are found to be 
unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of Funk. 

7. Regarding Claims 7, 15, 17 & 18, Funk discloses an (email) system 
wherein the actual number of MTA processing threads employed by a given 
queue is controlled at runtime, (per pending Claim 15), wherein control is based, 
at least in part, on how many e-mail messages are posted to the given queue at 
runtime, (per pending Claim 17), and obviously subject to a maximum limit, (per 
pending Claim 18), and wherein said sets of MTA processing threads is 



Application/Control Number: 09/863,941 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2143 

dynamically configurable, for optimizing resources allocated for a given queue, 
(per pending Claim 7), (Col. 13, lines 33-67 & Col. 14, lines 1-2). Thus, Claims 7, 
15, 17 & 18 are found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the 
teachings of Funk. 

8. Regarding Claim 8, Funk discloses a system which receives a plurality of 
outbound email messages, (Col. 3, lines 35-67 & Col. 4, lines 1-25), from at least 
one composer program which automatically composes email messages based 
on database information, (Col. 7, lines 9-15 & Col. 9, lines 56-61). Thus, Claim 8 
is found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of 
Funk. 

9. Regarding Claim 9, Funk obviously discloses the use of SMTP (email) and 
bulk data, (Col. 3, lines 35-37). Thus, Claim 9 is found to be unpatentable over 
considerable consideration of the teachings of Funk. 

10. Regarding Claim 10, Funk discloses creating at least one clone e-mail 
message upon encountering an e-mail message addressed to more than one 
recipient; and processing each clone for transfer, (Col. 8, lines 47-49), (Examiner 
notes that Funk clearly teaches creation of email from database information, 
(Col. 9, lines 56-61), and processing of high-volume email messages by 
destination address, (Col. 1 1 , lines 49-52), wherein it would have been obvious 
within a system focused on efficient high-volume email transmission, (like that of 
Funk), to "clone" a message destined for multiple destinations, as "cloning" a 
message would obviously take less processing than composing a message from 
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scratch). Thus, Claim 10 is found to be unpatentable over considerable 
consideration of the teachings of Funk. 

1 1 . Regarding Claims 11 & 25, though Funk teaches numerous databases 
including a message database, (Fig. 2), Funk does not specifically disclose a 
reference to the email contents such that contents are not duplicated, (per 
pending Claim 1 1 ), and a connection cache for storing information about 
connections that have been made to other domains, (per pending Claim 25). 
Examiner notes that within an efficient email system like that of Funk, it would 
have been obvious to store email (message) contents with a reference to the 
same, as a reference to the email obviously takes up less memory than the 
actual email. Additionally, storage of cache connection information would 
obviously provide faster repeated connection to the same domain. Moreover, as 
Funk teaches numerous databases and storage means maintaining a variety of 
information, storage of email references and connection information would have 
been obvious, (Fig. 2; Col. 6, lines 24-52; & Col. 9, lines 62-64). Thus, Claims 1 1 
& 25 are found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the 
teachings of Funk. 

12. Regarding Claim 12, Funk discloses wherein in the event that a particular 
e-mail message cannot be successfully processed upon an initial attempt, routing 
the particular message to another message transport agent (MTA) which is to re- 
attempt transport, (Col. 14, lines 3-67 & Col. 15, lines 1-3). Thus, Claim 12 is 
found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of 
Funk. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Arrienne M. Lezak whose telephone number 
is (571)-272-3916. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571)-272-3923. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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